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ABSTRACT 
 
Chinese is not only a tonal but also a visual language represented by tens of thousands of 
characters which are pictographic in nature. This presents a great challenge to learners whose 
mother tongue is alphabetical-based such as English.  To assist English-speaking background 
learners to learn Chinese as a Second Language (CSL) well, a good understanding of which 
learning style is most effective in learning CSL is essential.  This study attempts to investigate this 
issue which also has implications for the teaching of Languages Other Than English (LOTE). The 
specific research questions asked are: (1) which sensory learning style (visual versus auditory 
versus kinaesthetic) is dominant among secondary school girls in learning CSL; (2) which sensory 
learning style is most effective among this group of learners; (3) which type of learners achieve 
better test results, girls with single-sensory domination versus combined-sensory domination. The 
subjects were 67 secondary school girls aged between 14-18 years old from an independent K-12 
girls’ school in Melbourne, Australia.  A 14-item self-designed questionnaire based on Rose 
(1985) was administered to all the subjects at the beginning of the academic year in 2011 for 
learning background and styles profiling. Then, the subjects’ individual learning styles were 
compared with their CSL oral and written examinations scores collected in mid-2011. It has been 
found that visual learning dominates secondary school girls, and girls with auditory learning style 
have performed better in oral examinations and those with kinaesthetic learning style have 
performed better in written examinations. Implications for effective teaching of CSL and other 
LOTEs are discussed.  The contribution this study has made to the existing literature is that girls 
can learn better by showing their natural learning style strengths without making their learning 
styles congruent with the teaching style as suggested in previous research. 
 
Keywords:  Language Learning Styles; Learning Chinese as Second Language; Alphabetical-Based Languages; 
Visual-Based Languages 
 
 
INTRODUCTION  
 
eople learn differently. In the past 40 years, much has been done in the research field of individual 
learning styles. Numerous numbers of definitions of learning styles have been offered in the 
literature. Many learning-style models have been created followed by a variety of types of learners 
being classified. Furthermore, different groups of subjects have been targeted in research into learning styles 
including: university undergraduates (Garcia-Otero & Teddie, 1992; Nelson, 1993; Leneham, 1994; McNeal & 
Dwyer, 1999; Baykan & Naçar, 2007), high school students (Fine, 2003; Honigsfield & Dunn, 2003), primary 
school pupils (Dunn & Dunn, 1979; Moustafa, 1999; Dunn & Griggs, 2000; Dinakar, et at., 2005) and adult learners 
(Griggs & Dunn, 1995; Kanske, 2001; Karp, 2003; Smith, 20007). Research claims that male learners are more 
visual and kinaesthetic-orientate; whereas female learners are more auditory-orientated. Research also claims that 
the traditional schooling favours visual learners, but not auditory learners (Smith; 1964; Dunn & Griggs, 1998; and 
Church, 2004). It has been held by many researchers that matching individuals’ learning styles with the teaching 
style can help learners do better academically (Barbe & Swassing, 1979; Carbo, 1983; Quinn, 1993; Ford & Chen, 
2001; Mangino & Griggs, 2003; Lovelace, 2005 to name just a few). Throughout the learning-style literature, there 
is no mention of any research concerning the learning styles of secondary school girls in learning CSL. The current 
study intends to bridge this gap by posing the following research questions:  
 
P 
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1. which sensory learning style (visual versus auditory versus kinaesthetic) dominates secondary school girls 
in learning CSL;  
2. which sensory learning style is most effective among this group of learners;  
3. which type of learners can achieve better test results in CSL, girls with single learning style versus girls 
with combined learning styles. 
 
To help seek the answers to the above research questions, this study has posed the following hypotheses: 
 
1. Based on the claim from previous research that female learners are more auditory-orientated, it is 
hypothesised that auditory learning style will dominate secondary school girls learning CSL.  
2. Since the traditional schooling favours visual learners as suggested in the published literature, it is 
hypothesised that girls with visual learning style will do better in CSL and those with auditory and 
kinaesthetic learning styles will underachieve in CSL. 
3. Given that Chinese is a highly visual language, e.g., in this study, 47% of the characters required by VCAA 
(2011) for CSL learners being pictographic by following Tan’s (2008) classification, it is hypothesised that 
girls with visual learning style will do better in CSL in writing. 
4. Based on the claim that making learning styles congruent with the teaching style can help learners achieve 
better academic results, the inferred hypothesis is that without this intervention, girls cannot achieve better 
academic results in CSL. 
 
The current study intends to prove if the above-listed hypotheses are acceptable or rejected through a questionnaire-
based approach to secondary school girls’ learning-style profiling and an analysis of the Z-scores of the oral and 
written examinations attempted by this group of learners.  
 
LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
What has been said about learning styles? 
 
The research field of learning styles is massive and messy. Since the 1970s, hundreds and thousands of 
books, journal articles, research reports, conference proceedings as well as recent online publications have been 
published to devote to the research into this topic, but conceptualising and classifying learning styles remain to be 
problematic and confusing. The research seems to come from all directions, across and within many disciplines such 
as psychology, neuroscience, sociology, business studies, management, and education. Up to date, there are more 
than 70 learning-style models identified of which 13 are claimed to be the most influential (Coffield, et al., 2004).  
 
There are also numerous definitions of learning styles offered from different perspective in the literature, 
but many are overlapping in nature. In addition, over 50 different types of learners have been categorised under the 
banner of learning styles including: Field-Dependent/Independent (Witkin, 1973; Garger & Guild, 1984), Concrete 
Sequential/Random versus Abstract Sequential/Random (Gregoric, 1979), Initiators, Reasoners, Analysts, and 
Implementers (Honey & Mumfard, 2000; Jackson, 2002), Left-Brain versus Right-Brain (Sperry, 1973; Springer & 
Deutsch, 1989), Visual, Auditory, and Kinaesthetic (Rose, 1985), Imaginative, Analytic, Common Sense, and 
Dynamic (McCarthy, 1990), Meaning-, Application-, Reproduction-Directed, and Undirected (Vermunt, 1996), 
Legislative, Conservative, Executive, and Judicial (Sternberg, 1999), Divergers, Assimilators, Convergers, and 
Accommodators (Kolb, 2000; Backer & Yelich, 2005), Environmental-, Emotional-, Sociological-, Physiological-, 
and Psychological-Stimuli (Dunn & Griggs, 2003) and so on.  
 
Added to this confusion is when some researchers mix the concept of learning styles with cognitive styles 
(Keefe, 1979; Willings, 1988; Richards & Lockhart 1994; Wang, 2007) or thinking styles (Sternberg, 1999) or 
personality styles (Myers & McCaulley, 1985) and others separate it from cognitive styles (Desmedt, 2004) or 
strategies (Entwistle, et al., 1979: Riding & Cheema, 1991). There are also researchers who do not even believe that 
learning styles exist. For instance, Riener and Willingham (2010) argue that there is no need to convince people that 
the learning-styles theory exists, because we all know that students differ in learning anyway. In supporting this 
view, they continue to say that there are many factors which affect learning, e.g., talent, ability, intelligence, interest 
in or attention on a learning subject, background knowledge, or specific learning disabilities, and so on. All these 
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dimensions vary from person to person, therefore, simply to put the emphasis on learning styles only will be at the 
expense of these other important dimensions. 
 
Despite the confusion clouded in the literature concerning learning styles, three broad approaches to 
learning styles seem to have emerged. The first approach is cognitive-based, which intends to define learning styles 
from the point of view of individuals’ behavioural patterns in perceiving and receiving information (Keefe, 1979; 
Cornett, 1983; Kolb, 1984; Dunn & Griggs, 1998; Church, 2004; Ellis, 2005; Backer & Yelich, 2005). The second 
approach is theoretical-based, which attempts to establish theoretical models to explain how different learning styles 
should be rationally structured and interconnected. The most frequently-cited theoretical models in order of 
chronology in the literature include: Learning Styles Inventory (LSI) established by Dunn and Dunn (1975), 
Learning Styles Inventory (LSI) created by Kolb (1976), Learning Styles Questionnaire (LSQ) promoted by Honey 
and Mumford (1982), The 4MAT System designed by McCarthy (1990), Inventory of Learning Styles (ILS) 
suggested by Vermunt (1996), and Learning Styles Profiler (LSP) proposed by Jackson (2002), to list just a few. The 
third approach is sensory-based, which aims to explain how individuals learn by using their bodily senses, e.g., 
visual, auditory, kinaesthetic, and tactile (Barbe & Swassing, 1979; Rose, 1985; Markova, 1996; Moustafa, 1999; 
Dunn, 2000; Baykan & Naçar, 2007; Chandler, 2011). As kinaesthetic learning is concerned with physical 
involvement in a learning situation and tactile with hands-on experiment (Dunn, 1983), of which the two are similar 
in nature, the current study is to combine the two and label kinaesthetic to represent the sense of touch.  
 
Review of the literature shows that the root of the sensory approach can be traced back to NLP (Neuro 
Linguistic Programming), which is a neurological filtering system discovered by Bandler & Grinder in the late 
1970s. This system examines how gurus process mental information internally to achieve perfection externally in 
their chosen field. Following the examination, modelling is enabled to allow others to achieve the same level of 
success like gurus. In a sense, it is a psychological ‘cloning’ for repeated success by different people. Such 
modelling has been successful since its creation as the same behavioural outcomes of the person modelled can be 
achieved systematically (Bandler & Grinder, 1979).  
 
A key element of NLP is that people sense the world around them through five modalities: visual, auditory, 
kinaesthetic, olfactory, and gustatory which correspond to five senses: sight, hearing, touch, smell and taste. When 
communicating with the outside world, people use all five senses all the time, but the question is which portion of 
the complex internal process people are aware of at a point in time.  According to Bandler & Grinder (1979), all 
channels are processing information all the time, but only part of that will be in consciousness. Therefore, as 
revealed in NLP, out of the five senses, visual, auditory and kinaesthetic sensory modalities seem to dominate 
mental processing. Later on, these three modalities have formed a basis for the development of the most recognised 
learning styles that people refer to today, viz. visual, auditory and kinaesthetic. 
 
How many senses do human beings really have? The published literature provides us with no conclusive 
consensus. The classical five are: sight, taste, smell, touch and hearing (Bandler & Grinder, 1979; Ellerton, 2003), 
but Lesch (2008) argues that there are seven adding vestibular and proprioception. The former is about balance, the 
latter motion. Anissimov (2011) holds that humans have at least nine senses including: sight, taste, smell, touch, 
hearing, equilibrioception, proprioception, thermoception, and nociception. In Anissimov’s (2011) classification, 
equilibrioception is referred to balance and proprioception motion. Thermoception is the sense of temperature and 
nociception allows people to experience pain. The current study supports the view of the founders of NLP and 
argues that sight, hearing and touch are the most essential primary senses in language learning; therefore, visual, 
auditory and kinaesthetic learning are the most relevant styles to consider. 
 
What has been done in the research field of learning styles? 
 
In the past 40 years or so, a great number of learning-style researchers have made a strong claim that 
students can achieve better academic results when their preferred learning styles are congruent with the teaching 
style (Barbe & Swassing, 1979; Trautman, 1979; Carbo, 1983; Kolb, 1984; Clark-Thayer, 1987; Dunn, et al., 1990; 
Quinn, 1993; Sudzina, 1993; Lenehan, et al., 1994; McCarthy, 1994; Wooldridge, 1995; Dunn & Dunn, 1998; Guild 
& Garger, 1998; Miller, 1998; Dwyer, 1998; Dunn & DeBello, 1999; Dunn, 1982; 2000; Ford & Chen, 2001; 
Mangino & Griggs, 2003; Dunn, 2003; Simpson & Yunfel, 2004; Lovelace, 2005). Many researchers have 
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attempted to prove this point through empirical studies focusing on different groups of learners, e.g., undergraduates 
(Garcia-Otero & Teddie, 1992; Nelson, 1993; Leneham, 1994), elementary school students (Moustafa, 1999), 
remedial-course participants (Rochford, 2004), students attempting tests (O’Brien, 1999) or completing homework 
(Dunn & Geiser, 1998) as well as airline pilots (Kanske, 2001; Karp, 2003) and Hispanic-Americans (Griggs & 
Dunn, 1995) and so on.  
 
However, there are researchers who have made counter claims against this so-called ‘matching hypothesis’ 
(Coffield, et al., 2004). In the late 1980s, Kavale and Forness (1987) argued that there was no evidence to suggest 
that matching learning and teaching styles could improve students’ learning. In the 2000s, there are still researchers 
who strongly uphold this view. Riener and Willingham (2010) claim that there is no evidence to support ‘matching 
hypothesis’. Coffield, et al (2004) argue that matching learning and teaching styles is unrealistic, because it is 
impossible for teachers, tutors and instructors to respond to the needs of a great variety of learners with so many 
different learning styles identified to date. Spoon and Schell (1998) conducted an empirical study into ‘matching 
hypothesis’ in education and training. They divided their subjects into Congruent Group where there was a match 
between learning styles and the instructional style and Incongruent Group where there was no match. The results 
showed that no significant difference in test scores was found between the two groups. McNeal and Dwyer (1999) 
administered Kolb’s (1999) Learning Styles Inventory (LSI) to determine the learning styles of 154 American 
nursing students and found no evidence to support the claim that matching students’ learning styles with the 
instructor’s teaching style could enhance students’ learning. 
 
Many learning-style researchers attempt to determine which learning style is dominant in learning. Dunn 
and Dunn (1979) surveyed the learning styles of the school-aged children and found that approximately 40% were 
visual learners, 30% auditory and 30% bi-sensory (e.g., kinaesthetic/tactile or visual/tactile combined). In a separate 
study, Dunn and Griggs (2000) researched the learning styles of the elementary school children and found that 
approximately 40% were visual learners, 12% auditory, and 48% kinaesthetic. Karp (2003) used Dunn’s (2000) 
model to analyse the learning styles of over 300 pilots in America and found that 45% of the pilots were kinaesthetic 
learners. Ren (2004) researched into the benefits of Mind Map (Buzan, 1993) for senior secondary school boys of 
CSL undertaking U3-4 and found that 44% of the boys were visual learners, 27% auditory, 23% bi-sensory and only 
6% kinaesthetic. Smith (2007) claimed that 60% of the general population in America were visual learners; 30% 
auditory; and 10% kinaesthetic. Dinakar, et al (2005) studied the learning styles of the caregivers of asthmatic 
children and found that 61% were kinaesthetic learners, and 27% were read-and-write learners, and the remaining 
were visual or auditory learners. According to Fleming and Miles (1992), read-write learners prefer printed texts, 
lecture notes or handouts as a means of information intake; therefore, they should belong to the category of visual 
learners. Baykan and Naçar (2007) surveyed 155 first year medical students in Turkey and found that only 3.2% 
were visual learners, 1.9% were read-write learners, 7.7% auditory, 23.3% kinaesthetic, and the remaining 63.9% 
were multisensory learners. All these studies seem to indicate that domination of a particular learning style depends 
on which section of learners one surveys and domination varies from one group to another. So far, there is no 
consensus about which learning style is dominant among what type of learners.  
 
There are also researchers who attempt to find out if gender plays a role in learning styles. In three separate 
studies, Smith (1964), Dunn and Griggs (1998), and Church (2004) have confirmed that gender does play a role in 
influencing how individuals learn. They find that males are more visual-, and kinaesthetic-orientated in learning and 
females are more auditory-orientated. Whether this holds true among secondary school girls in learning CSL is 
unknown.   
 
Learning styles are not without any problems. Haggart (2003) reports that visual learners have trouble 
working in a noisy setting, auditory learners have trouble reading quietly, and kinaesthetic learners have trouble 
sitting still while reading. Both auditory and kinaesthetic learners also have trouble to picture an event or setting in a 
book (Barbe & Swassing, 1979; Haggart, 2002; Hutton, 2006). Younger kinaesthetic learners often have trouble 
remembering verbal instructions (Carbo, Dunn & Dunn, 1986). Fliess (2006) and Haggart (2003) claims that 
kinaesthetic learners can easily get in trouble in class, because they are movement-orientated and easily-distracted; 
therefore, they are often mislabelled as having ADHD (Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder).  
 
Journal of International Education Research – First Quarter 2013 Volume 9, Number 1 
© 2013 The Clute Institute http://www.cluteinstitute.com/  25 
It is held by some learning-style researchers that the traditional educational system favours visual learners, 
because the majority of educators have visual preferences (Haggart, 2003). In addition, tests are usually in a written 
format, which is easier for students with a visual learning style; therefore, visual learners win the “game of school” 
(Wayman, 2003); whereas kinaesthetic and auditory learners are more likely to underachieve in school, because they 
have limited opportunities to use their style strengths in the classroom (Guild & Garger, 1998). Rochford (2003) 
claims that less than a third of college students are kinaesthetic learners and they cannot achieve academic successes 
due to the fact that they are taught in a traditional teaching environment by being forced to sit and listen passively in 
lecture theatres. 
 
Throughout the literature reviewed, there is no mention about which type of learning style is dominant and 
most effective among secondary school girls learning CSL. The current study is to address this issue. The 
significance of this study is that it will bridge the gap in the literature concerning learning styles and provide 
educators and language teachers with some insight into how to teach CSL effectively, which will also have some 
implications for the teaching of other LOTEs.   
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Subjects 
 
The subjects of this study were 67 secondary school girls aged between 14-18 years old from an 
independent girls’ school in Melbourne, Australia. Among them, 90% were born in Australia and 10% in other 
countries including the United Kingdom, New Zealand, South Africa and Indonesia. Since none of the subjects 
either resided in China, Taiwan, Hong Kong or Macao for over 12 months, and none received any formal education 
in Chinese in a school in China,, Taiwan, Hong Kong or Macao, they are all qualified to be CSL learners by 
following the selection criteria specified in the Study Design for CSL by Victorian Curriculum and Assessment 
Authority (VCAA, 2011). As far as the length of learning CSL in Australia is concerned, 63% of the subjects have 
studied CSL for 2-5 years before commencing this study and 37% for more than 5-8 years. The languages the 
subjects speak at home vary. English is the dominant language spoken at home taking up 66%. Apart from English, 
28% of the subjects speak another language or dialect at home including: Greek, Vietnamese, Thai and Cantonese. 
6% of the subjects do not speak English at home, but only one dialect such as Indonesian or Cantonese.   
 
Instrument 
 
The instrument used in this study was a 14-item self-designed questionnaire based on Rose (1985). It was 
administered to the subjects at the beginning of the academic year in 2011 to measure their primary sensory learning 
styles. In late-July, 2011, a report format was used to collect the subjects’ mid-year oral and written examinations 
scores. Then, the two types of variables were compared to find out which sensory learning styles had the highest 
percentage of learners who achieved an A+ or A grade. These grades were determined by following the following 
scaling: 
 
Assessment Grades 
A+ A B+ B C+ C D+ D E+ E UG 
93%-
100% 
83%-
92% 
73%-
82% 
63%-
72% 
53%-
62% 
43%-
52% 
35%-
42% 
27%-
34% 
19%-
26% 
12%-
18% 
0%- 
11% 
Source: RGS Diary 2011: xix 
 
Data Collection  
 
Data concerning the subjects’ learning styles were collected via the questionnaire used in this study. The 
subjects were asked to respond to the multiple-choice questions set in the questionnaire. The responses were 
anonymous and were collected in class in February, 2011. The response rate was 100%. Data concerning the 
subjects’ oral and written examination scores were collected via the report by the subjects’ Chinese teachers. The 
response rate was also 100%. Since the oral and written examination scores collected were all raw scores, they were 
unable to be used for comparison, because they were generated from different examinations across different year 
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levels with different means of distribution and standard deviation; therefore, these raw scores had to be standardised 
in order to make the examination scores comparable. In this study, Z-scores were used for comparison because Z-
scores can be used to compare scores from different distributions with different means and standard deviations 
(Price, 2000).  Z-Scores are calculated from the following formula: 
 
z = (x – μ) / σ 
 
In the above, x is a raw score to be standardized, μ is the mean of the population, and σ is the standard 
deviation of the population. If the raw score is above the mean, z is positive. If the raw score is below the mean, z is 
negative. In this study, the girls whose examination grades are above 83% will receive a positive z; whereas those 
who achieved an examination grade below 83% will receive a negative z. Hence, the higher the positive Z-score is, 
the better the girl’s performance is in the examination. The format of the oral examination is one-on-one question-
and-answer discussion. The format of the written examination consists of the following sections: Character Study, 
Sentence Structures, Reading & Responding, and Writing. Both oral and written examinations were designed to 
measure what the subjects should have mastered after learning CSL for a full semester based on their prescribed 
textbooks. The results were reported to the parents of the subjects via the school they enrolled in. 
 
Data Presentation and Analysis  
 
The results of the questionnaires indicate that out of the 67 secondary school girls surveyed, 38 of them are 
visual learners; 21 auditory; 9 kinaesthetic; and 6 bi-sensory (e.g., visual combined with kinaesthetic, visual 
combined with auditory, and auditory combined with kinaesthetic). There is no girl who has a multi-sensory 
learning style. The distribution of the girls’ learning styles is summarised in Chart 1 below: 
 
Chart 1: Distribution of CSL Girls’ Learning Styles 
 
 
As shown in Chart 1 above, visual learners are the great majority among the secondary school girls learning 
CSL totalling 57%. This is followed by auditory learners (21%) and kinaesthetic learners (13%). The least dominant 
group is bi-sensory learners which only take up 9%. Following the claim made in the learning-style literature, visual 
learners should be the top-performing group in academic achievements.  Chart 2 will report if this holds true.  
 
As shown in Chart 2, auditory learners have achieved an average Z-score of +0.00525. This has placed 
them on top of the list as far as performance in the oral examination is concerned. Girls with combined learning 
styles have achieved an average Z-score of +0.00070; therefore, they are ranked second. Overall, kinaesthetic 
learners have performed below the standard with a negative reading of -0.00001 Z-scores in average. Visual learners 
have ranked the lowest on the list with a negative reading of -0.31210 Z-scores in oral examination.  
 
Chart 3 below will reveal the written test results of the girls with different learning styles:  
 
57% 
21% 
13% 
9% 
Visual 
Auditory  
Kinaesthetic  
Bi-Sensory 
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As shown in Chart 3, kinaesthetic learners are the best performing group in CSL with a positive reading of 
0.0518 Z-scores in average. Visual learners are right behind, having achieved a positive reading of 0.00269 Z-scores 
in average. Auditory learners are ranked third in writing with a positive reading of 0.00066 Z-scores in average. The 
least performing scorers in writing are the girls with combined learning styles. They have only achieved an average 
of 0.00028 Z-scores in the written examination. 
 
FINDINGS  
 
Based on the data presented in this study, it has been confirmed that visual learners are the great majority 
(57%) among the secondary school CSL girls under investigation; therefore, the first hypothesis, which states that 
auditory learning style dominates secondary school girls studying CSL, is rejected. 
 
The second hypothesis that girls with visual learning style will do better in CSL at school is also rejected 
inasmuch as the girls with auditory learning style have performed better orally; whereas the girls with kinaesthetic 
learning style have performed better in writing. 
 
The third hypothesis that visual learner will learn the highly-visual language of Chinese better is also 
rejected due to the fact that the girls with visual learning style have never been ranked on top of the list neither in 
oral nor in written examinations. The claim that visual learners win the “game of school” (Wayman, 2003) may need 
to be reconsidered since it is not true among the secondary school girls in learning CSL. 
 
0.00525 0.00070 
-0.00001 
-0.31210 
-0.35 
-0.3 
-0.25 
-0.2 
-0.15 
-0.1 
-0.05 
0 
0.05 
Chart 2: Distribution of Z-Scores in Oral Exam 
0.05183 
0.00269 
0.00066 0.00028 
0 
0.01 
0.02 
0.03 
0.04 
0.05 
0.06 
Chart 3: Distribution of Z-Scores in Written Exam 
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The fourth hypothesis, which states that learners cannot learn effectively without making their learning 
styles congruent with the teaching style, is rejected as well, because this study shows that without any intervention, 
girls with auditory and kinaesthetic learning styles can still achieve better academic results in CSL. They simply 
have to show their learning style strengths in a natural way. 
 
Based on the findings stated above, the following have clearly answered the research questions raised at the 
beginning of this study: 
 
 Visual learning style dominates the secondary school CSL girls instead of auditory learning style as 
suggested by previous research. 
 Auditory learning style is most effective in oral Chinese; whereas kinaesthetic learning style is most 
effective in written Chinese among the girls studying CSL. 
 Girls with single learning style can achieve better test results in CSL than those with combined learning 
styles.  
 
Implications for Teaching CSL and other LOTEs 
 
The findings of this study have three key implications for the teaching of CSL and other LOTEs. Firstly, 
the dominant learning style might not be necessarily the strongest learning style in terms of language performance 
among a particular group of learners; therefore, language teaching should take into consideration learners’ strongest 
learning style and focus on developing its strengths rather than mixing it with other learning styles to match with the 
teaching style. Clearly in CSL, the focus should be on auditory and kinaesthetic learning styles; and in other LOTEs, 
the focus should be on those yet to be identified first and then facilitation can take place in class. Teaching without a 
targeted approach cannot produce efficiency in learning.   
 
Secondly, success can be copied. Since girls of auditory and kinaesthetic learning styles have been so 
successful in their learning of CSL, girls of visual learning style should copy auditory and kinaesthetic learners’ 
learning strategies. For CSL teachers, they should focus their teaching on the examination of auditory and 
kinaesthetic learners’ learning behaviours and the analysis of their success in order to repeat the success for visual 
learners. To be specific, visual and kinaesthetic learners should copy how auditory learners approach their oral tasks 
in CSL; and visual and auditory learners should copy how kinaesthetic learners approach their written tasks in CSL. 
For teachers of other LOTEs, the similar strategies should be employed once the strongest learning styles of their 
own students have been identified. 
 
Thirdly, bodily senses have a direct and close link with the learning of a LOTE including CSL. To learn the 
target language well, one has to use one’s ears to listen and mouth to speak more often. Most importantly, one has to 
create opportunities to learn by getting involved and using one’s hands more often. Chinese has a saying related to 
learning in general, which goes literally like this: “Reading something a thousand times is no better than writing it 
down once”. This saying puts emphasis on utilising one’s kinaesthetic sense and getting involved physically in 
learning. The findings of this study perhaps remind us of this simple idea again. Therefore, it is imperative for 
language learners to associate themselves with more learning opportunities by getting involved physically and 
especially by gaining more hands-on experiences in learning. 
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